Over the last decade, but certainly since the dramatic events of 9-11-01, many policy makers and academics have come to believe that the social cohesion of western societies is being steadily undermined by growing political alienation among sections of the population and by increasing ethnic and social polarization. Schools are called upon to do the repair work, especially in the compulsory education phase; they are expected to foster the civic values and overarching identities that are seen as crucial in maintaining overall order and harmony. Implicitly, schools and the education system more broadly are attributed a great deal of agency and effectiveness.
single-type comprehensive schools more effective in this regard than states with schools differing by profile and status? These system characteristics will be related to both levels and disparities of values and identities. Disparities, particularly those across social divides, are relevant to policy makers who are interested in combating pockets of alienation and disengagement among socially and ethnically disadvantaged groups as well as in achieving overall high mean levels of support for these values.
Our outcomes of interest are ethnic tolerance and patriotism since it is these qualities that many policy makers seek to foster.
Social Cohesion Values
Interestingly, the growing ethnic diversity of western countries due to immigration has led policy makers to become concerned about two quite different values. On the one hand, they see the need for fostering acceptance and respect for people of different cultural backgrounds -i.e., ethnic tolerance. On the other hand, they are apprehensive about the possible negative effect of growing diversity on social cohesion and advocate the reinforcement of a common overarching national identity through the curriculum as a means to neutralize this perceived effect (see Appendix 1 idea of stable cross-national differences in the nature of identity -and their possible impact on patriotism and ethnic tolerance -because lasting differences have been found between European states in immigration and integration policies (see Koopmans 2010) which correspond quite closely to Kohn's framework.
The notion of qualitatively different national identities is also relevant because there may be a link between the decision-making structure of an education system and the kind of national identity prevailing. For instance, federative states, particularly those with two or more official languages such as Canada, may be more successful in promoting a form of patriotism compatible with ethnic tolerance because their national identities are thin by necessity. Conversely, old homogenous nation-states with centralized systems could well promote intolerant forms of patriotism because their national identities are likely to be thicker and more exclusionary.
Education Systems and Social Cohesion Values
It is not difficult to see the theoretical connection between the two aforementioned modes of system differentiation and disparities of civic values. The degree of pedagogical differentiation (i.e., ability grouping and tracking) is likely to influence disparities across social, ethnic and gender divides in particular. This is because it is connected with segregation which, in turn, can be expected to affect such disparities. Ability grouping has the effect of assigning children of disadvantaged social and ethnic backgrounds disproportionately to low status (pre-) vocational tracks (Green et al. 2006; Gamoran 2001) , resulting in more social and ethnic segregation across schools (or across classes within schools) in pedagogically differentiated systems compared to common schooling ones (Jenkins et al. 2008; Crul and Vermeulen 2003) . Social and ethnic segregation is likely to result in greater values disparities across groups for three reasons. First, the social and ethnic groups overrepresented in low status tracks may well experience their segregation as involuntary, in a sense that they feel excluded from more prestigious tracks. As a result, they are likely to express significantly higher levels of alienation and lower levels of civic mindedness than the more privileged groups in high status tracks.
Second, by enhancing intra-group solidarity and inter-group difference, the segregation produced by a tracked education system engenders different life worlds with different norms and values for different social, ethnic and gender groups (van de Werfhorst 2007) . Third, this effect of segregation could be reinforced by curriculum differences since pupils in academic tracks are likely to receive qualitatively different and more intensive education in civics and social affairs than those in vocational tracks (ibid 2007) .
Few studies have investigated the link between pedagogical differentiation and disparities of civic outcomes empirically, and they explore a limited set of civic outcomes. Using data of the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) on adult skills, Herman van de Werfhorst (2007) found that the difference in civic participation rates between adults who had been in vocational versus academic tracks during school was larger in early tracking systems compared to comprehensive systems. His study thus showed that system characteristics indeed have an effect on inequalities of civic participation, though he could only explore system effects on civic participation and political interest. In addition, Frank Stevens (2002) found that in Flanders the vocationally trained pupils were more ethnocentric, anti-democratic, and "tougher on crime."
Territorial differentiation can likewise be expected to influence values disparities. Federal systems are likely to produce greater disparities, particularly across regions, than unitary systems because sub-state authorities have much more autonomy regarding curriculum matters in the former. This sub-state autonomy is likely to yield a great variety of curriculum guidelines, subject matter, learning materials and teaching practices across schools within the country, which may produce large values disparities in general. To the extent that the residential patterns of social, ethnic and religious groups coincide with territorial administrative units, a federal structure may also well yield larger disparities across social, ethnic and religious groups.
Patrick Wolf and Stephen Macedo (2005) assume the administrative structure of a state to affect civic disparities when they argue that a national regulatory framework helps prevent school autonomy from showing its divisive effects. Shared values can be maintained, they contend, under conditions of school pluralism provided there is some minimal degree of national regulation applying to all schools.
Remarkably, none of the contributions in their edited volume explores this claim empirically, possibly due to the lack of data on student civic attitudes at the time the contributions for the book were written. We know of only one study that investigated the link between territorial differentiation and disparities, in this case, academic achievement. Nathalie Mons (2007) found that a centralized structure, particularly with regard to the curriculum, certification of teachers and teacher recruitment, is associated with relatively small between-school and between-student disparities in academic achievement.
The theoretical link between both modes of system differentiation and levels of civic values in general is not straightforward. However, a distinct theoretical argument can be made with respect to ethnic tolerance and patriotism, our two outcomes of interest. The argument is that social and ethnic mixing fosters intergroup respect and overarching identities provided a number of conditions are met (Allport 1954; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006) .
1 By implication social and ethnic segregation should lead to the opposite: narrow group-based identities, prejudice and inter-group hostility ). This argumentation clearly provides the basis for Walter Feinberg's (1998) praise of the common school, because children of different social and ethnic backgrounds are grouped together, learn to cooperate with each other and share a common school experience. In turn, this will contribute to bridging identities, engagement with wider societal issues and intergroup tolerance, qualities which are often seen as underpinning liberal democracy. 2 Thus, to the extent that patriotic sentiments represents these bridging identities, we can expect systems with minimal pedagogical differentiation to show the highest levels of both ethnic tolerance and patriotism.
The relation between pedagogical differentiation and levels of civic attitudes has not been explored extensively either. In a cross-national study of 20 countries,
Marie Duru-Bellat et al. (2008) found comprehensive schooling to be associated with a cooperative spirit, but they could not assess whether support for such values also reflects greater ethnic tolerance and more encompassing forms of belonging.
Similarly, there have been numerous empirical studies from various national contexts showing that desegregated or integrated (i.e., mixed faith) schools have positive effects for inter-cultural friendships, comfort in dealing with interracial settings, forgiveness and reconciliation (for an overview, see Schofield 2001) . However, since most of these studies focus on a single country, they have not addressed system characteristics such as the degree of pedagogical differentiation.
Finally, there are sources of support for theorizing a link between territorial differentiation and patriotism. 3 The high levels of autonomy enjoyed by sub-state entities in federations are likely to complicate identification and engagement with the national level by directing the attention of citizens to the sub-state level. Indeed, the literature on nation-building and state formation has noted the propensity of young states and states desiring to catch up socio-economically with more advanced states to establish unitary education systems with national curricula for the purpose of congealing national identity and fostering cultural homogeneity (Green 1990; Kolstoe 2000) . Generally, such states are reluctant to transfer powers to regions or national minorities as they fear that such policies might have centrifugal effects.
The preceding leads us to formulate the following hypotheses:
1. The larger the degree of pedagogical differentiation, the larger the value disparities across ethnic and social cleavages;
2. The larger the degree of territorial differentiation, the larger the value disparities in general and those across ethnic and social cleavages; 4 3. The larger the degree of pedagogical differentiation, the lower the levels of ethnic tolerance and patriotism;
4. The larger the degree of territorial differentiation, the lower the levels of patriotism.
Data and Indicators
We merged two datasets to explore the relationships between system characteristics and civic values.
Measures of System Characteristics
The first dataset, compiled by Mons (2004 Mons ( , 2007 The pedagogical differentiation variable in the Mons dataset is comprehensive in that it not only includes the traditional opposition between early selection and undifferentiated school organisation but also four other forms of differentiation: a) the kind of ability-grouping practised (setting, permanent ability-grouping in ISCED 1 and 2, permanent ability-grouping starting from ISCED 2, no ability-grouping), b) the kind of differentiated teaching provided (extra lessons following the common curriculum for all students, only enrichment classes or remedial classes for a selection of students, no form of differentiated teaching) and c) the pace of progression through the school years (automatic promotion, weak, average, strong rates of repetition) and d) non-completion rates (low, average, high levels of noncompletion). A principle component analysis on these five forms of differentiation based on a sample of OECD countries, produced two dimensions which were labelled 'degree of selection' and 'degree of individualised/collective teaching.' (see Mons 2007, 187-189 , for the results of this analysis).
Mapping the country scores on these dimensions in a scatter plot, Mons (ibid) identified four distinct groups of countries, representing a distinct model of compulsory schooling organisation (see Table 1 ). These models constitute the categories (or types) of the pedagogical differentiation variable.
[ Table 1 about here]
The first model, which we labelled as "separation," is marked by early selection organized at the end of primary school, high rates of grade repetition, frequent setting in primary school, enrichment classes, little help for children with academic difficulties and average levels of non-completion. This type characterizes the systems of central European countries (Austria, Germany, Hungary, Switzerland).
In addition to the model of separation, the scatter plot produced three distinct models of comprehensive schooling, refuting the assumption that countries with comprehensive systems can be classified as a single group. The first model, that we shall call the "individualised integration" group is the archetype of the comprehensive school concept. The students must follow the same curriculum, at a similar pace, and if possible with the same peers and teachers throughout primary and lower secondary education. This model has the following characteristics: (a) a long common curriculum, (b) automatic promotion of students, (c) no or almost no setting, (d) individualised lessons, which are an integral part of the teaching process and concern all students, not just the weakest ones, and (e) low levels of non-completion.
Countries characterized by this model include countries in the Nordic region (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden) and in Asia (Japan and South Korea).
Another model of a comprehensive school organisation we term "diverse The categorical variable capturing the degree and kind of territorial differentiation concentrates on issues of curriculum design (choice of subjects and number of teaching hours), textbook choice and modes of assessment and describes the division of powers and activities across the national, local and school levels on these issues. As shown in Table 1 A similar logic applies to the categories of territorial differentiation. Clearly, the national level is least important in federal states and most important in centralized states. Consequently, we expect disparities of civic values to be smallest in the centralized model and largest in the federal group of countries and levels of support to be highest in the former and lowest in the latter. The remaining categories are anticipated to show average disparities and levels of support.
Measures of Civic Values
The second dataset is the IEA Civic Education Study (henceforth Cived study), which provides data on the dependent variable of this research -civic values.
The Cived study consists of a large scale test and survey conducted in April 1999 among a sample of 90,000 14-year-old students and 4,500 school principals in 28 countries worldwide (Torney-Purta et al 2001). 5 A major advantage of the Cived study, in addition to the large national samples (3000 students and more) and the low non-response rates, is the inclusion of ready-made composite scales in the database, which have been tested for conceptual equivalence cross-nationally (Schulz 2004) .
This means that the items composing the scales have been understood in the same way across countries and that the data are thus comparable internationally. Given the nested character of the national samples, with one class per school being selected in each of the 150-200 sampled schools, the Cived study further allows researchers to explore both contextual effects and individual-level factors. We selected the 20 countries listed in Table 1 for further analyses. This selection represents a crosssection of the Mons and Cived datasets.
The Cived study, moreover, is particularly suitable to assess the effect of system properties on attitudes as it sampled grade eight, which in many countries is the last grade of lower secondary. Education systems show maximum pedagogical differentiation in the lower secondary phase, and it may therefore be expected that it is in this grade that an effect -if any -can be observed. After the lower secondary phase all systems become tracked and selective. A final advantage of the Cived study is that its data collection followed that of the Mons dataset by just a few years, making the temporal order of and time gap between the two datasets ideal.
We selected two composite variables from the database to tap ethnic tolerance and patriotism, our two outcomes of interest. These variables have been created by the Cived experts (see Torney-Purta et al 2001; Schultz 2004 ) and represent internally coherent composites consisting of the following items, based on Likert-type items (i.e., strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree):
A. Ethnic tolerance ('positive attitudes toward immigrants'):
(1) Immigrants should have the opportunity to keep their own language.
(2) Immigrants' children should have the same opportunities for education that other children in the country have. B. Patriotism ('positive attitudes toward one's nation'):
(1) The flag of this country is important to me.
(2) I have great love for this country.
(3) This country should be proud of what it has achieved.
(4) I would prefer to live permanently in another country.
The higher the values on these variables, the more tolerant and the more patriotic we consider the respondent to be. We note that the first and the fourth item of the attitudes on immigrants variable clearly tap into the notion of respect for and positive acceptance of the cultures of out-groups, which is what ethnic tolerance is essentially about for many scholars (e.g., Heyd 1996 , Walzer 1997 . The other items can also be said to represent ethnic tolerance to the extent that the latter is understood as including the principle of civic equality (i.e., accepting cultural others as fundamentally equal and entitled to the same rights and opportunities). We further note that the tolerance scale is likely to capture ethnic tolerance levels of the native majority only as the items all relate to immigrants (i.e., the out-group from the perspective of the native majority). Respondents of immigrant background may well have identified with immigrants. Consequently, positive answers on the ethnic tolerance items are likely to reflect self-assertion rather than ethnic tolerance for this group.
Control Variables
We further relied on the Cived dataset to select a number of control variables at the individual and classroom level. The individual-level controls concern gender, use of state language at home (as a proxy for ethnic identity), number of books at The classroom-level variables concern the social and ethnic composition of the class, indicatedby the class average, respectively, of the number of books at home and the language spoken at home.
Finally, we used two control variables at the national level: democratic tradition, measured as the number of years of uninterrupted democracy from the introduction of universal suffrage, and ethnic diversity, assessed by the fractionalization measure developed by Alberto Alesina et al. (2003) . 6 The importance of a history of democracy as a contextual driver of ethnic tolerance has been underlined in numerous studies (e.g., Weil 1985; Linz and Stepan 1996) . Democratic tradition, moreover, has the advantage of being closely related to other possibly confounding factors, such as the strength of civic and ethnic identities (as discussed before), levels of prosperity and Protestant culture, 7 and is thus able to broadly capture the influence of these factors as well. 8 In fact, adding the other factors in the analysis would only result in multicollinearity problems precisely because they are all so closely inter-related.
We will use ethnic diversity as a control variable in the analysis of patriotism as it has been argued that diversity undermines national solidarity (Alesina and Glaeser 2004) . Consequently, we would expect national identity to be thinner and patriotism to be shallower in ethnically diverse states. The control variable is all the more important in view of the fact that many federative states are ethnically diverse.
Including it in the analysis of patriotism therefore enables us to assess the effect of territorial differentiation net of that of ethnic diversity.
Data Analysis
Since our explanatory and control variables are at multiple levels (national, classroom and individual) and our dependent variables are at the individual level, we will perform multilevel analysis (MLA), using Mlwin software. MLA is necessary because of the nested structure of the data. Using more conventional multiple regression techniques to analyze nested data would result in an overestimation of the effects of higher level variables (Snijders and Bosker 1999) , i.e., pedagogical and territorial differentiation.
MLA also allows us to explore cross-level interaction effects. Such effects can be used to determine whether disparities of civic attitudes across social cleavages differ across the categories of pedagogical and territorial differentiation. They therefore enable us to address Hypotheses One and Two. In sum, we will build a three-level model consisting of students (level 1), classrooms (level 2) and countries (level 3) and including cross-level interaction terms for individual and country-level variables.
Results and Discussion
Before reporting the results of the MLA, we present descriptive statistics (Table 2 ) and correlations between ethnic tolerance and patriotism (Table 3) . Table 2 shows the mean values and standard deviations of the dependent variables across the categories of pedagogical and territorial differentiation. Levels of tolerance and patriotism appear to be lowest in the separation category, i.e., in the states with the most pronounced degree of pedagogical differentiation. This is in line with the third hypothesis. Respondents are also least patriotic in federal states, the most decentralised category of territorial differentiation, which is in agreement with the fourth hypothesis. Furthermore, consistent with the second hypothesis we see that the [ Table 2 about here]
Let us now see how the two outcome measures are interlinked across the different categories of territorial and pedagogical differentiation (Table 3) . To begin with the former, are patriotism and ethnic tolerance more compatible in federal states because the national identities of these states are likely to be thinner and less exclusive? Surprisingly, we see the reverse pattern appearing: in federal states and in states with high levels of school autonomy patriotism and ethnic tolerance are negatively correlated while in the other three categories they show a positive relationship (see Table 3 ). It thus seems unlikely that a federal structure itself produces or is indicative of thinner and more inclusive identities. Possibly, this result can be explained by the lesser ability of federal states (compared to cenralized ones) to overrule local authorities and centrally enforce inclusive identities through the curriculum.
The pattern of correlations across the categories of pedagogical differentiation is also surprising. The negative correlation in the separation group is in line with our prediction that the segregated school system of this group is not conducive for developing overarching identities. We further see positive correlations in two of the three groups of countries with comprehensive systems, suggesting that national identities are more inclusive in these countries. However, the correlation tolerance and patriotism is negative in the individualized integration group, although we predicted that this group of countries, where mixed ability classes are most pronounced and where conditions for inter-group contact (and the emergence of inclusive identities) are thus most favorable, would show a strong positive association. This unforeseen finding raises doubts about the validity of the causal mechanism proposed earlier (i.e., that intergroup contact contributes to intercultural understanding and bridging identities).
[ Table 3 about here]
We present the findings of the MLA in a stepwise fashion. First we present the zero model -i.e., the equation without explanatory conditions (see the columns marked as 0 in Tables 4-7 ). This provides information on the distribution of the total variance across the three levels taking into account all observed and unobserved factors. We then discuss the results of the model including our variables of interest (one by one) along with control variables at the individual, class and national level (Columns I). This allows us to assess the links between system characteristics and chosen civic outcomes net of confounding factors. 9 Finally, we report the models including the cross-level interaction terms for ethnic identity and social background across the categories of pedagogical and territorial differentiation (Columns II and III).
[ Table 4 about here]
The zero models show that the proportion of the variance attributable to the national level (as indicated by the Intra Class Coefficients (ICC) in the Table) is 4.4%
for ethnic tolerance and 12.3% for patriotism. According to Greg Duncan and Stephen Raudenbusch (1999) , these proportions represent moderate to large effect sizes, respectively, which justifies the effort to look for explanatory factors at the national level. Had the ICCs at the national level been of a magnitude of one or two per cent, we would have known beforehand that system characteristics were unlikely to be relevant in accounting for the variation in our two outcomes of interest.
Let us start by assessing how pedagogical differentiation is related to disparities of ethnic tolerance. Are the disparities across the ethnic and social divide largest in the system with the most pronounced degree of pedagogical differentiation?
If so, the correlations between the individual-level conditions of ethnic identity and social background, on the one hand, and ethnic tolerance, on the other, should be stronger in the separation group. The strength of these correlations can be assessed by looking at the interaction effects in conjunction with individual-level main effects.
These main effects pertain to the reference category (separation). observed that five of the six interaction terms dilute the main effect, while one is nonsignificant.
We illustrate the dilution of the main effect by focusing on the effect of ethnic identity. The main effect of this factor is -.834 (with an SE of .050) in the reference category, meaning that the ethnic majority has significantly lower tolerance levels than ethnic minorities in the Separation category. It can also be seen that tolerance levels are significantly higher in the individualized integration and uniform integration categories than in the separation group (i.e., the reference category), when controlling for all other factors including democratic tradition (see Column I). This, at first sight, supports the third hypothesis, since the categories with the smallest degrees of pedagogical differentiation have the highest levels of ethnic tolerance levels. However, the main effect of pedagogical differentiation by and large disappears once we add the cross-level interaction effects (see Columns II and III). As noted above, many of these interaction effects are significant, which leads to the conclusion that it is mainly through influencing the effects of ethnic identity and social background that pedagogical differentiation impacts on ethnic tolerance. The smaller the degree of differentiation, the weaker is the effect of these individual-level factors. Apparently, systems with the smallest degrees of differentiation enhance overall tolerance levels by increasing the tolerance levels of the most intolerant social and ethnic groups.
Why is pedagogical differentiation related in only such an indirect way to levels of ethnic tolerance? Possibly, it exerts its effect not so much through segregation, as we proposed earlier, but through the curriculum. Curriculum differences across schools are bound to be larger in early tracking systems by comparison to comprehensive systems and these may well translate into larger tolerance disparities in the former without necessarily producing much lower levels of tolerance. Minimal emphasis on fostering civic values in one type of school could, for instance, be compensated by elaborate citizenship education programmes in other types of schools in early tracking systems resulting in mean levels of tolerance which are not much lower than those of systems with uniform curricula.
In fact, the pattern of links of territorial differentiation with ethnic tolerance provides further support for this conjecture. As noted before territorial differentiation represents the division of powers precisely on curriculum issues. Similar to pedagogical differentiation, it is related to disparities and not to levels of ethnic tolerance (see Table 5 -the table shows that only the interaction terms are significant, not the main effect of territorial differentiation in Column 1). Moreover, the relation with disparities is in full accordance with Hypothesis Two: in all groups the disparities across the ethnic and social divide are significantly larger in federal systems (the reference category) than in the other systems (see the interaction effects of Columns II-III which diminish the main effects).. In other words, in states where the curriculum is most uniform, and curriculum differences between schools are consequently minimal, we find smaller disparities across the board. In sum, both forms of differentiation seem to exert their impact on ethnic tolerance through the curriculum.
[ Table 5 about here]
Let us now see how pedagogical differentiation is related to patriotism (see Table 6 ). The connection between this mode of differentiation and levels of patriotism appears to be tenuous: among the three categories of interest it is only in the uniform integration category that levels of patriotism are significantly higher than in the reference category (separation), controlling for all other factors including ethnic diversity. These results support Hypothesis Three only marginally. As pedagogical differentiation was alsofound to be only indirectly related to levels of ethnic tolerance,the tenuous link with levels of patriotism provides additional support for the aforementioned conjecture that the causal mechanism which inspired Hypothesis Three does not apply (i.e., the capacity of social and ethnic mixing to generate intergroup respect and overarching identities).
[ Table 6 about here]
Pedagogical differentiation does not exert a any influence on disparities of patriotism. Only in the uniform integration group are inequalities between ethnic groups in patriotic sentiments significantly smaller than in the reference category (see how the interaction effect dilutes the main effect). However, these inequalities are larger in the diverse integration group than in the reference category, which is not in line with the first hypothesis. Disparities across social groups are not significantly larger or smaller in any of the three groups with comprehensive systems.. We noted before that the curriculum is the likely causal mechanism linking pedagogical differentiation to disparities of ethnic tolerance. Possibly, the non-relation between pedagogical differentiation and disparities of patriotism simply reflects a lack of curriculum differentiation across different tracks with regard to issues of national identity and patriotism. It could be that school ethos, content, teaching practice and assessment modes simply do not address these issues in either vocational or academic tracks, resulting in a fairly similar approach to issues of national identity across different types of schools.
Territorial differentiation shows much stronger links to patriotism, both to levels and disparities of this outcome of interest (see Table 7 ). Levels of patriotism are significantly higher in the decentralized and centralized groups compared to the reference category (federal states). These higher levels are retained when the interaction terms are included (see Columns II and III). The inclusion of interaction terms for ethnic identity even has the effect of making patriotism levels higher in all four groups relative to the reference category. Clearly, these patterns support Hypothesis Four: states with some form of regulation at the national level are more successful in fostering overarching identities -in this case patriotism -than federal states.
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[ Table 7 about here]
Unlike pedagogical differentiation, territorial differentiation is associated with disparities of patriotism, but only with those across ethnic groups. These disparities are smaller in all categories by comparison to the reference category. In other words ethnic minorities are more similar to native majorities in expressions of patriotism in states with some form of national regulation concerning the curriculum. As overall levels of patriotism are also higher in the non-federal countries, we would expect ethnic minorities in the non-federal states to also show higher levels of patriotism than those in the federal states. A difference of means test reveals that this is indeed the case: using state language spoken at home as the proxy for ethic identity, we find that respondents who never speak the state language at home express significantly higher levels of patriotism in each of the non-federal groups by comparison to the federal group. 12 Evidently, ethnic minority respondents find it easier to identify with their country of residence in non-federal states. This is another indication that the kind of patriotism promoted in non-federal countries is not ethnocentric and exclusionary.
Conclusion
This article has shown that system characteristics are related to both levels and disparities of ethnic tolerance and patriotism, our outcomes of interest. This is most evident for disparities. The more uniform a system is, both in terms of untracked mixed ability schools and in terms of a unitary decision-making structure regarding curriculum matters, the smaller is the dispersion of tolerant and patriotic attitudes across gender, ethnic and social groups. This finding is consistent with the proposition that an undifferentiated and nationally regulated school system is most effective in preventing segregation and maintaining a commonality of values across schools (Wolf and Macedo 2005; Green et al 2006; van der Werfhorst 2007) . It further suggests that policy makers concerned about pockets of alienation and intolerance among certain sections of society ought to consider prolonging the period of common schooling with undifferentiated classes and instituting or expanding national regulation on curriculum matters.
The question whether value consensus across social divides is at all desirable or feasible in pluralistic liberal democracies has not been addressed here. Obviously, a case can be made for value pluralism as a necessary component of a dynamic society with a vibrant democracy. Future research will have to explore how value pluralism across social groups relates to social cohesion and democracy in order to determine its desirability.
System characteristics are also related to levels of civic attitudes, although not as comprehensively as to disparities. The kind and degree of ability grouping of a system is not linked to ethnic tolerance and has only a marginal effect on patriotism.
This finding is not in line with our hypothesis that tolerance and bridging identities would be stronger in comprehensive systems because the mixed-ability classes of such systems enable students of different social and cultural backgrounds to come in contact and learn about each other. The finding suggests that either the link between ability grouping and segregation is not as strong as postulated or that the mechanism proposed by contact theory (i.e., interaction between different groups resulting in more out-group tolerance and more encompassing identities) does not apply. If the latter is the case, this may be because the interaction failed to meet one or more of the criteria Gordon Allport (1954) considered essential for inter-ethnic contact to have positive effects.
Rather than through segregation ability grouping seems to have worked through the curriculum as this can explain why ability grouping is related to disparities of civic attitudes and not so much to levels of civic attitudes. After all, while it is easy to see how cross-track curriculum differences can enhance disparities in early selection systems, such differences need not affect mean levels of civic attitudes if rudimentary civic education programs in some tracks are offset by comprehensive programs in other tracks. Van der Werfhorst's (2007) findings provide additional support for this conjecture as he too finds a system's degree of stratification (i.e. extent of grouping by ability and tracking) to be related to cross-track inequalities of active citizenship dispositions and not to mean levels of such dispositions. A system's decision making structure is not related to ethnic tolerance either, but it does show a strong link with patriotism: systems with some form of national regulation of the curriculum have significantly higher levels of patriotism than federal systems.
This obviously supports the idea that a uniform curriculum is an effective instrument to promote unity and national identity, a belief that has inspired the nation-building politics of many newly independent nations (Kolstoe 2000). Interestingly, the patriotic attitudes expressed in states with national regulatory frameworks do not appear to be of an exclusionary nature as they are positively correlated with ethnic tolerance. What is more, in these systems ethnic minorities express higher levels of patriotism than those in federal systems, which further indicates that the national identities of the former are more inclusive. These findings have important policy implications. They suggest that public education does have the ability to foster a national sense of belonging that does not reduce tolerance provided this is done through some form of national regulation of the curriculum. They are also compatible with the pluralist notion that sub-national ethnic affiliations can perfectly well be accommodated within an overarching national identity (e.g. Feinberg 1998) and do not support the more skeptical view that national identity is difficult to reconcile with other identities since it is not culturally neutral (e.g. Kymlicka 1995).
We end with an important reservation. Although we controlled for various macro-level conditions and are thus fairly confident that education system characteristics exert an independent effect on civic attitudes, it cannot be ruled out that cross-national attitudinal patterns have predated modern education systems. That is, perhaps ethnic tolerance and patiotism levels were already high and inequalities across social groups low in countries before they introduced common schooling and nationwide curricula. Thus, in order to draw more definite conclusions, our cross-sectional analyses,need to be supplemented with detailed over-time investigations into the effect of system characteristics.
Notes
1 These conditions are equality of status, common goals, cooperation, authority support and opportunities for friendship. 2 We note here that the (social-democratic) politicians who initiated the reform towards comprehensive education in many European countries in the 1960s were not primarily motivated by notions of intercultural understanding and bridging identities.
Considerations of equality, social mobility and class emancipation lay at the heart of this reform movement (Wiborg 2009 ). 3 We cannot think of any meaningful theoretical connection between territorial differentiation and ethnic tolerance. 4 Our theoretical argumentation concerning the effect of pedagogical differentiation on value disparities only addresses value disparities across social divides. We therefore do not postulate an effect on value disparities in general. This is different for territorial differentiation. Clearly, there is every reason to assume an effect of this mode of differentiation on value disparities in general, as we explained above. 5 The database is available at http://www.iea.nl/cived_datasets.html. 9 Note that we did not perform analyses with all the system characteristics combined because of insufficient observations at the country level (N = 20).
10 As the proxy for ethnic identity was the use of the state language at home with values <1 -never; 2 -sometimes; 3 -always or almost always>, a negative relation means that the more the state language is spoken at home the less tolerant the respondent is.
11 Importantly, as noted earlier, the kind of patriotism promoted in the decentralized and centralized groups appears to be of a fairly inclusive nature given the positive correlations of patriotism with ethnic tolerance in these groups (see Table 3 ). 12 In the federal group the mean level of patriotism of these respondents is 8.12. In the other groups the corresponding figures are 8. 94, 9.29, 10.04; 9.37 and 9.02 . These values are all significantly higher than 8.12. The international overall mean for patriotism is 10. NB1: The differences between the means are all significant at the .001 level NB2: It has been argued that standard deviations are not a good measure of dispersion since they tend to be low at more extreme mean levels of the outcome of interest. However, this bias is not apparent in the data presented here, because there is no clear relation between the SDs and the means. That is, it is not the case that SDs of means close to the overall mean are higher than those of means more distant to the overall mean. -.04*** 17409 * P < .05; ** P < .01; *** P < .001 NB1: Admittedly, the correlations, though significant, are rather weak. However, this seems to be the product of the sample size and thus does not necessarily reflect non-relationships. Typically large sample sizes, such as the ones in this study, tend to depress coefficient values and enhance significance levels. Indeed further exploration using multilevel analysis with cross-level interaction terms revealed that the differences in the direction and strength of the correlations between the various categories of the system variables are all highly significant (results can be obtained from the authors). Likewise it is not difficult to find evidence of patriotism being promoted. 
